Sir,?I write to draw attention to three articles on the transmission problem of kala-azar which have appeared in jrour journal in recent years, namely ' The Case Against the Sandfly' by Malone and Brooks (1944) , a 'Reply' to that paper by Shortt (1946) and a 'Rejoinder' by Malone (1947) . There were long intervals between the publication of the papers and their disjointed appearance detracts from their interest. To appreciate the full implications of the arguments, for and against the sandfly theory of transmission, the three papers should be studied side by side. Lack of space forbids a detailed consideration of all the points discussed in them, but I give here the gist of the main arguments in a much-abridged form. At the same time the reader is earnestly requested to refer to the original articles to ensure that I have ' played fair' in presenting the arguments of the eminent research worker who champions the sandfly theory of transmission.
I. After stating the admitted fact that P. argentipes must live 10 days or longer to transmit kala-azar in experimental (and presumably' natural) conditions, we (Malone and Brooks) quoted the experiments of Smith et al. (1936) in which P. argentipes, which had just emerged from their pupal cases, were marked, released, and then looked for on successive days. Smith Christophers (1926) (Shortt, 1945 (Brooks, 1949 
